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Assessing The Federal Programt 
For Strengthening Developing | 
Institutions^ Of Higher Educatio;h. - 

Department of Health, Education, aRd Weff-are 
Office of Education , Jv 



The Higher Education Act authorizes^n 
assistance program to Certain institutions of 
higher education-commonly referred to as 
d^eloping institutions. This report shows 
that the Office of Education needs to define 
more clearly !he term "developing institu- 
tion" and the purpose and thrust af the pro-^ 
grann so that institutions intended to receive 
assistance by the legislation-participate in the 
program. The report discussed how program 
impact can be heightened through improved 
program evaluetion*and administration. 
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To the President of th$ Senate and the - ^ ^ ^ 

Speaker of* the House <Sf Representatives ' . ^ ' * 
. * V * ^ ' ' - / 

This report discusses the success of the Developing 
Institutions* program in^st^^ngthening the^Nation's higher edu- 
cation resoWces. The program*is authorized by title III of 
the Higher- 'Education Apt^of 1965, as* amende(3 (20 U.S..C- 105l)r, 
and is administered by the Office of Education , Department of 
Health, Ed^^cation',* and Welfare. ' ^' 

-'Authority fof our review is contained in the Budget and 
Accounting Act, 1921 (31 U^S.C-. 53), and the Adcowiting and 
Auditing Act of 1950 (.31 p.S.C.- 67). ' ^ ^ 

/ We are sending cppi^s of this^ report to the lyixectot f 
Office" of/ Management, and Budget, ahd to the 'Secretary g£ 
Healthy 'Education, and Welfare. 



are- ^ 



Comptroller G^ner^al 
of the United States 
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COMPTROLLER GENERAL'S- *.AS^SESS1HQ 'THE .E^OERAL PROGRAM, ^ 

REPORT, TO THE CONGfeESS , FOR^ STRENGTtoiN^ 'DEV^I^PING 

- ^ \ - ^ ' . * ■ * jnstjtutionS higher EDUQATION 
. ■ * ' * 6f f,i^e, o^^ Education: \ 

^ ^ J- ' ' ^ /'Dfep^rtmerit of Bealth^Education, 

' , , ^d Welf-aro,*" - . \ - 

^ t * ^ ^ ^ ' - / ■ . - * - ^ 

^ D I G E S T / , ^ ■ - , 

^ Direct Ffederal laid aimed at strejigthening , ^ 

, * institution^ o-f tiigher educatfl^on, commOniy ' 
refc^rced to as *!developing institutions"' ■ ; 
^ is. authorized by the High^ Edu<:ation- Act, 
. . title ni* < 

^ -These institutions are considered to have . \* < / 
the desire and the potential to make a\,> / V 
J . . major contribution to tk& Nation's^ higher^ ^ • ^ -;\ 

education resources^/ However, th^ey^are \ " " 
isolated from the main cpr/ehts of acadefaic " " *r ' 
life and are stlrfigglinjg for survival#\r 0-'.** * 

To' help "itisure that 'intended^^^tnstitiitions ■ ' ' 
are f^eceiving FederaJ. assistance tKe* Of f ice r\ ^ \ 
^Qf Education, need-s to (1) -idfentrfy dev§lop^ 
^ * iiig in'Sfeitutions more cleajrly, (2) define,' 
the^ purppse and,,th^^st' of the^progr^am', and: * 
(3) improve pro^rSm evaluation and admii^is-^* * 
* brat ion. ^ , . * . - 

' . GAO recotfimends^' that tl\e Secretary of He>lthf/ 
Edutatiph, and, Welfare; ' * ^ ^' 

. — Reconsider th§ criteria "for idgntifying 
developing institutions so,: that such , 
criteria in fact identify thcTse institu> ^ 
, tiions intended by the leg|Sl^tiom. 

- ^ iSee ppt 13 and/i4,) ' • ^ 

, "Depending^ upon ^results of^ the'^abcJvg, j 
make sure that the criteria are modified 
appropriately arid -applied corfsistently; 
- (6e^e P*/ 14*) . / . < * , \ • . 

— ReemphasTze ^ the need for pai; ticipating^ 
^ , institutio^ii^ to state their project go'als 
♦ in'^^pecif iCv measurable ter/ns and^r^port 
, th& impact of Federal ^ss.ist^nce, on th6ir.^ 
grj>wth..^ CSefe p* 21.) ^ ^ 



;>-Ccmaider hov ^jsll the ins^t^rtutions have 
" cotapited. Wiyi prbgr^ r^c[,ulatians 'for > ■ 
pla^jni'^g" and ^yal,uatiori wh^iV.'d^cisjLqns 
,tp award :grant^,a,re ^^de^ '-'t'S^e Tp^^ 2-2/)* 

^-r-lT^e th^'^^rogram* eligibility cfit.ecia^a^ 
a. lAfeci^nS' *tG ^evaluate 'the^ tfV^talf 'J.inpaet 
of 'the program,- ASe^ p* 22*) - ^ , 

— :ljotd£5 particfpating institutions Of their ^ 
:\ "awards- in "^time to, p^rii\dt ade'quate-manning 
^ and application of title Ij'l activities, * 
(S*e p/ ;26.1 * . ' ^ ^ 

, — Improve mOnitorip^ .of tb€,progo:am by. - 
developing and implenieniing, mare^ practical 
me^n>. for* site vi^its^ , (See ■p^ 2$^) - \ - 

Much" af *6aP'£ work regafdirig program" de'f ini^^ 
tion and thrust' iAvolyed 'statistical analyses^ 
to, determine which in^titufeional chatatter- 
istics, jnay harve influenced T (1> the *0f f ice 's 
de'cision tq^ matee grants to the' institutions 
/ selected to participate in" the" prqgram du^ing^ 
the 1973^74^'chool year and (2) total fundjs 
th^se insjtitutioris .received; iSee pp* 6 
to -10.) ' S \ l^^^ ^ . 

.Ga6 was unable to assess ihe^ program' & success 
nationwide becaiuse the Office- has not defined- 
a" d^veAoping institution. specifically nbr 

.determined when an institutibh would be cOn- 
sider^ed d6*vBloped* (See p. I'?.) 

Attempts to assess program benefits at- 
lO' institutioins were thwarted" because {l\ 
iristitutions^had not ev,al\iated , program or 
project results objecttvelXr (2) institutions 
had hot planned their ptograftts <>r p^jects 
adequately, and (3) grants^ rdcetved usually 
constituted only a small portdoniof an in- 
stitution's operating ipcomeV (See. ^p^ 17 ^ 

Administration- of the program <jould ^be 
gtr^ngthe^!ie,d ^ \ 

[ notifi<?lrt^ions earlier,* "tSee pp* 23 and 24*) 



, CHAPTER 1 ' - - , . ' ■ 

: ' ~ : ^ 

^ . r , ^ INTRODUCTION. , ' \ 

, Federal assist^ance to institutions of,Kigher education^ 
has been either direct/ in the form of contracts / grants, 
a^d loans for constructioa, research, and special programs, . 
or- indirect in the f opn of aid to the students attending, , 
these institutions.- With conBtruction graHir?. and loans 
tapering off, the Ifiirgest program of direct Federal aid ,to 
ins^jitutiong is administered by the Of fic^ of Bduca,tion' (QE) , 
Det/artment of Health, Education, and Welf^e' (HEW), under- 
title IIX of the Higher Education Act of 1965, as. amended, 
(20 U.S*C. 1051). Title authorizes the Commissioner ^of 
Education to make grants to strengthen developing Mistitu* 
tions' academic quality. Such institutions "are denned in 
the act as institutions of higher* education which h^ye the 
desire and potential to make a substantial contributSCbii ;to 
the Nation*s higher ,educatioH resou^ices but which are'strug^ 
glihg for^ survival and^ isolated f rom ithe main curreat^^tj*^ . 
academic life. ' * ?^ 

' Studies in4lcate' that a great many institutions . o%i 
higher education ajre, because of financial and other reasons, 
struggling for sur\rival* A 1973 report by the Carnegie Com- 
missipn observecl: ^ - \ - / 



■^Yet? education in the- UjTp:ted States — primary* 
^ secondary, and higher" education — Is ±n grave 
trouble* Higher Education, after a period of 
. '20 y^ears following World War II when it attained 
its greatest glory through notable achievements 
in scientific research and through expansion to ■ 
serve huge additional numbers of students now 
faces several intense crises suddenly and almost 
at once. " ' . 
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Iri discussing these crises, the report referred, in part^^ to 
a "new, depression" within the'higher education community. 
In view ,of the? financial and other crises facing higher edu- 
cation and">Qcause of titl^e Ill's potentially major contri- 
bution to the higher education community, we looked at the 
program to see ^ ^it w^a achieving , its objeqtives . and, if 
riot, what ifnprovemehts were neeiSed. c ' . ^ 



''Priorities for Action; Fijifel .Repori of Caxjiegie Commission 



„On Higher Education," (Mc^raw- pill,2 1973.) , 




USES OE* TITLE. Iir FUNDS ■ 

.. • '-^ — '■ 7^ ' ; . ■ ' ^ J ■ 

OE makes title^JII .graats availaiple to assist develop- ^ 
ing institutions in .strengthening their academic^, adminis- 
trative, and student ^servicfes^ (for example, placement, coun- 
seling, and ^tutorii>g). prpg^jrams* Deve}?3ping institutions, 
according' to OEi are ,charactei:istically limited an their 
abilfty to attract students, too^engage outstanding faculty, 
to offer diverse' curiricula, and ; to acquire adequate finan-- |; 
cial resources* ^ OE awards grants to^ help' ir^stitutions over^^^ j 
^cme these hanaicaf>s^ a>id, to develop the toafeic strengths 
needed tip attain secure status and.natidhal vijjil^ility * 
Late in ^^iscal year 1973, tlE started a new prpgram within ' t 
the act's framework; as a result, the title HI program wajs ^ 
divided into two ,areas--tHe Basic Institutional Deve*lopmerft 
ptogram and^i^ Advanced Iivstitutional Devj^opment Program* 

Regulations for the basic pr©grani^;^^^Ovide that grants 
may" be used £6r cooperative arrangeme'fets betvyeen developing 
institutions and other institutions of 'Higher education or 
other organizations/^ Activities'under such arrangements in^ 
elude faculty or student, exchanges, visiting schplars pro- 
gramsi faculty and administrative imprb^emei^t projects^ ia- 
Producing T)ew curriculums and <:urricular jm^iterials, onci 
"^jointly '^siii^' facilities such as libj^aries and laboratories* 
When suc^i arrangements involve a developing institution and - 
aijpther organization^ the organiza'tion is cal^led an .assist-^ 
ing". agency and provides assistance afld''*resources to the 
developing institution for a f^e*^ * . ' " \ 

Grants may also be made to individual institutions to 
provide (1) national teaching fellowships to highly quali- 
fied gradu^fe students ai^d junioA faculty members of insti- 
tutions of higher education tor tpa'Cj|iing at devel9p£ng in-, 
stitutions and (2) professors emer^tys awards to retired ' 
professors to encourage them to te^ch or' conduct research 
at developing institutions* * . 

Those ins vituLious Oji aeems most developed among in*- 
s^titutions vfithiii t he ~ basic" pro^r^m Ure tljen considered for 
fxinding und^r .the advanced program* ^ This d^terminatiorj is 
t*o be made by identifying those ^institution^ that ar^ ; 
strongest in rel^ition to their peers* Much larger granjts ^ 
are provided to a few institutions, wfiich,, ;in OE*s' judgment, 
have the potential for :^'ccelerated institutional, development* 
These grants are supposed to. result in totally developing 
these instita^tions* 




/">i^^Tg/^De eligii^le for title' III assistance, the iaw^i^u- 
li^tes *that an institution of higher education, as a ^minimum, 
mus^t ' ■ ' 

"provide an educational program; fojr which it awards 
a bachelof^-s degree, or be a juiiior or community 
collejge, , ^ 

—be accredited by a nationally recognised accredit- 
ing agency or association (or.be making reasonat/le 
progress toward accreditation) , and * , 

— with certain exceptions,; have met the above two 
requirements, during the -5 years preceding the grant 
year* • [ ^ ^ * 

The law also stipulates that; institutions of higher edu- 
cation meet such other tequiremehts as the Opmmisfeioner of. 
Education may. prescribe hy regulation. Under these require- 
ments, the Cqmmis^sJ^ner .must determine that the Institutions 
are (1). making a reMoriable effort to improve the quality of 
teaching and administrative staffs and student services and 
(2) struggling for survival^ because of* financial or other 
reasons "and ^isolated from the main currents of academic li^e.^ 

To help the Coirnnissioner (1) identify developing insti- 
tutions through which the title III program' S' purposes can 
be achieved and (2) ^establish priorities and criteria tt> be 
used in makijig grants, the law established an Advisory > , 
■Council on Developing Institutions.* ^ — ^ 

f\ * ■ . 

PROGRAM FUNDING 



Appropriations for title III^ since it -began, in fiscal 
year 1966 through fiscal year 1975, totaled just over $500, 
million. Authorization for title III expired June 30, 1975, , 
however,, the General Education Provisions Act (20 iX.S*C* 
1224) provides for an automatic 1-year extension. > * \* 

The table oti page 4 shows ?unounts requested, by institutions^ 
appropriations for the title III program^ and th^ numbers of 
ins^titutio;lB^r^questiJlg and receiving assistance 'for fiscal" 
years 1966-74. ^ . " 



Year 



I ■ 



Amount 

requested by Appropri/a- 

institutions' tion^ / 
— — — I 

(thousands) 




A pplications 




apprbyed 



196'6 


$ . ■ 32,250 


$• 5,0 00 


• 536 


158 


1967 


5fe, 800- ^ 


30,000 


538 


466 


1968 


113\,900 


30,000 • 


500 


,368 


1969 


95„200 


30,000 


. 643 


•41S • 


1970 


85,400 


'30,000 - ■ 


«46 


442 


1970. ' " 


105,050 . 


33,850 


723 


-.5a5 


1972 . .. ' . 


- 3.43^000 


51,850 


, 787. 


556. 


1973 {riot^. c)' 


220;000 


87,350 


924 


475 


1974 {note c) 


598,000. 


99,*992 


905. 


390 


*Total 


$1,449,600. 


$398,042 







^Includes institutions applying as direct grantees plus* those 
applyi^ng undeo: a coofjerative arrangementi-^ 

^Includes , institutions that were direct" grantees plus those . f 
that benefited :)jnditectly through participat^iori ^n coopera- 
tive arrangements. ^ * * 

^Includes data for both the basic and advanced programs^ '\ 

Both 2--, and 4-year in^titutiotis, public and private, > 
that meet the legal requit^ements ar^" eligible to receive . 
grants. Thjs^tew 'requires that, beginning with fiscal year 
1973, 76 p§r'<»nt of each year ' s appropriation be allotted - 
fbr 4-year institutions and 24 percent for 2-year j.nstitu- 
tions.^ Previously, these rates wer^e 77 , and 23 percent, res- 
pectively. The table below shows- the grant distribution for 
fiscal years 1972-74. . - ^ ^ ' 
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Category 



■ 2'year public 
2-year fJrivate 
^-ye^r public 
4*yeax private 

Total 



FV 1972 
grants 

(thousands) 

$ 8,944 
2,932 
, 16,227 
13^692 ^ 

$51,800 



Percent 
of * 
total 



17 , 

6 

31 • 

46 



100 



FV 1973 
gjrants 

(thousands) 

$f^856/ 
5,120 
y,979 

$87.3 SO 



.11 

# 

4 ' 



Percent 

of 
, total . 



18 

e 

27 
49 



100 



FV 1974^ 
■ gtants^* 

( thousand?) 

$20,94S 
3,dSS , 
27,.^2S 



599,992 



Percent 
of 

tc^al 



21 
3 
27 
,49 



100 



'^TitJe^ Iir*basic program grants are for 1 year, althotigh 
institutions may receive. a successibi^ of '1-year grants to . 
carry out certain projects* ^ ^dvaaced ^prpgram grants are 
mult'iyear awards* "Uuring fiscal years 1971-73, assistance 
to participating ' irt's^ti/tutions ranged from $2,500 to $675,000* 

SCOP^E OF REVIEW 

Our review ^onc^i^trated on OE's, basic programf/dur ef- 
forts on the^ ^advanced program were limited to obta^^ning in- 
for^tation on OE's implementation plans and f;h^ concepts upon 
which the ne^ program , is based < 



* Our fieldwork consisted of 



--visits to iO institutions that ileceived , title III 
funding for school year 1972-73 (generally, a 
school year -begins in September and ends the follow- 
ing May) ; * ' - - 



— int^efviews witb OE program staff ^and higher educa*** 
tion assQciation representatives and with officials 
of organizations serving as assisting agencies; / 

— examinations pfi legislation,/ congressional hearings, 
arid titie III pjrogram -document?; and ^ ^ 

— analyses of queistionnair^s^ responses from institutibns 
applying fbr grants in fiscal years' 1972 or 1972f* 

We al30 performed twoanalyses to, determin^ (1) 
which institutional characteristics may have int^u-^ 
enced Ofe's d^cisioris- to 'make grants tq the ♦Lnstifeu-' * 
tiqjis selected to participate in the basip progr^am * 
during schoai year 19^73-74 and (2) the tcftal amount 
they ;:eceived* - To^itrak? our analyses, we itse^ data 
from OE's applican^^ profiles and 1973-74' award t 
books* 



Shre 10 institutions Visited were; - five 4-year private 
institutions, four 47^year ip'ublic ins1:£^tions, ^nd one 2-yQar 
public institution, r/located- in Texas^ L&uisiana, and Arkan- 
sas* Xhey received^ gr^tte totaling over* $1^ millipn during ^ 
their participati9n in the prog: 




We sent que^tionnaires-to* ^1 institutions that , 
applied for basi^c program granjt^ *in fiscal year -1972 or 
19*'?3* We sent 2 different questionnaires — l/to 695 ap- 
plicant institutions that previausly partid*Lpgited in, the 
title III pi;ogram and I to 251 .applicant ilistitutions that 



never participated* Institution administratprs*were asked 
questions reg'arding their percepti'on of,tha title III pro- 
gram's purpole/and their ^-experiences in apjiXying f or grants 
We also asked them to suggest how the program could be im* 
proved* In addition, administrators' from the group that, 
received ^grants were asked question's about* the, effects of 
title III on their institutions and other >^atters related^ 
to their irivolvement in 4the program* Completed question-V 
naires were 'returned by 522 (75 percent) o'f the applicants 
.tWt previously participated in the program and by 183 (73 
percent) of those that ^never participated* 
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CHAPTER 2 

IHSg-ITUTIONAL CHARACTERISTICS 

INFLUEHCIHG PROGRAM ELIGIBILITY 

Title III legislation defines a developing institution 
and prescribes general eligibility requirements that appli- 
cant institutions must satisfy (see ch* 1)* As suggested by 
comments in the legislative history, however, the Congress ^ 
recognized that the definition and general requirements .were 
so broad that almost any institution of higher education 
would be eligible for assistance*- Accordingly, the legisla- 
tion requires the Commissioner of Education to prescribe 
specific eligibility requirements* Such requirements w^re 
not established at the time of our fieldwork* 

An OE Contractor evaluated the title Itl program -opera- 
tions for fiscal years and 1971 and developed a profile 
of characteristics of developing institutions* The resultant 
report concluded thatr 

"* * * there is no single characteristic — apart 
from the fact that they did get title III fund-^ . 
' ihg — which set^ the ^developing institutions' 
apart from other comparable institutions of 
higher education ^n the United States*"^ 

. This raised several questions* What criteria were considered 
in selecting applicant institutions to participate in the 
program? Were they consistently' applied? 

' According to OE officialsv since 1971 they have increas- 
ingly emphasized funding schools with ^a high percentage of 
low-income students, and for school year; 1973^74 this was 
the sitigle most in^ortant factor in awarding grants* During ^ 
, hearings before the House Appropriations Committee held in 
March 1973, an HEW official stated that the economic status 
of an institution determined its eligibility for program 
assistance* He further stated tljat most' schools which are 
^eligible due to lack of economic capacity have a predomi- 
nantly minority student body and -a large percentage of low* 
income students* ' ' ' 



Harold L* Hodgkinson and Walter Schenkel, "A Study of Title 
III of the Higher Education Act: The Developing Institu- 
tions Program" (Center For Research and Development in 
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* Program al^plicants ' ^iews. reflected a somewhat dfi^^nt 
emphasis. Twenty-five percent of all institutions respSwfing 
to Qur questionnaire believed that the program should* be di- 
rected toward low-income students' needs* Seventy percent 
bel'iev^^, however, ,that the primary purpose was ta strengthen 
the institution* . , - 

* 

Because, at the time of our fieldwork, we were uncertain 
of the criteria OE used to determine institutions* eligibility 
and whether OE applied its criteria consistently^, we performed 
statistical tests to, determine which institutional character- 
'istics may have influenced OE*s decisions* For the most 
part, the characteristics, shown by our analysis to have a 
statistically significant impact on eligibility determina* - 
tioij^, did not appear to be of the type that could be used 
to determine yhether an institution was trying to improve 
or whether it was struggling for' survival* 

STATISTICAL ANAI^YSES OF oV ELIGIBILITY 
DETERMINATIONS AND FUNDS AWARDED 

To determine which institutional characteristic? may 
have influenced OE decisions to select institutions to -par* 
tici^^ate in the basic program during the 1973*34 school year^ 
we used a statistical technique known as discriminant analy- 
sis, ^'^In addition, because of the wide range, in the total 
funds made available to the ins^:itutionSy we used a statis- / 
tical technique called multiple regression analysis to see ^ 
which characteristics may have influenced the total funds * 
received* ^ 

Grant applications are reviewed and rated by teams of_ 
independent evaluators selected from the higher education 
community, including developing institutions, OE ^taf f 
members 'review their comments and recommendations and make 
the final recommendation to approve or disapprove tl^e appli^ , 
cation* In reviewing the applicatipns, the evaluators, as 
well as OE staff members, consider ^ number of characterise 
tics, contained on institutional profile sheets; which are 
used to identify the institutions as developing* ^ ^he pro- 
files "contaiiv^ among other things, itiformation reflating to 
enrollment, faiirdlty, and financial condition* - Thete are 35 
data elements^^pff^each profile sheet* - ' ^ - 

For both 'analyses we used certain data ^ements on 
profile sheets for 751 of the. 768 institutions that applied 
for the basic program for program year 1973^74* In all* we 
usepi 22 ^f the 35 data elemehts; usually, the data for the 
other 13 elements was. not . shown on the profile sheets* We 
performed both analyses separately for 2- and 4-year schools, 
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.because of the legislative ceilings on the percentage of^ 
total\funds that could be awarded to each type institution. 

^J^ppendix I discusses in detail the statistical techniques 
used and the results of -the analyse;^ * 

Grant award dete'^inations - ■ . ^ 

Our analysis identified tbose characteristics having a 
statistically significant impact on which 2- and 4-year 
institutions were selected to participate during school year 
1973-74/ The 'following characteristics, listed in" the order 
of sigijifibance beginning with those having the greatest 
significance, had a statistically significant impact on OE*s 
eligibility determinations. ' " " 

2-year' institutions 

— Whether or not the institution was funded xVi the ^ 
previous scl^ool year, 1972-73; specifically, insti*-' 
tutipns funded* in 1972-73 were strongljf associated . 

with the gJJQup selected to participate *in 1973-74* 

* 

— The racial' pon^iosition of the institution's" 
student body; specifically, ^predominantly black 
, institutions were strongly associated with the 
gi^oup selected to participate in 1973*74* 

4-year institutions - ^ ^ 

— Whether- or n6t the , institution was funded inv^he 
previous year;, specifically,' ins^^tfltions funded 

■ in 197 2^73 were strongly associated with the gro\ip 

■ selected to participate in 1973-74* ^ , ^ ■ 

^ —The portion of the student body ftom low-income 
^ families; specifically, institutions^ selected to 
participate ten^led t^o h*aye higher percentages of 
students from low-income ' families thafi those not 
- selected: 

- . ■ . ' 

— Whether the institution was a public or private 
institution; specifically*, V^ivate institutions , 
were' strongly associated with the gxoup. selected 
to participate in 1973^74, - *■ ■ 

Furtd allocatio n decisions / * 

OE h^ no criteria for making* fund allocations; it reli 
on the funding xecommendations of the independent eviluator& 
after review an'd revision by the OE. staff* The characterj^s* 
tics which apparently influenced the decisions to allocates 

9 . ^ ^ 
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funds are listed by 2^ and >i-year institutidls in ord 
significance beginning with the most sij^rfificaht* 

^-year institutions 

— The funding relationship between OE and the partici- 
pating institutions; institutions receiving grants v 
directly from OE (as opposed to participating in a 
* cooperative arrangement) were strongly, associated 
with J^arger fund allocations* ~" _ 

— The racial composition of the instituti,on*s student 

body? predominately black institutions were strongly 
■ associated with larger fund alloqations. * . ' 

— Total education and general expenditures^ per full- 
time eguivaie^it ^udent^ institutions^ which had 
higher total education knd general expenditures per 
full-time equivalent student were strongly associated' 
with larger fund allocations* 

4-year institutions \ 

* 

— Racial composition o? the institution's stud^eni: body; 
predominately black Institutions were strongly asso-? 
ciated with larger fund allocations* 

-^The funding relationship between OE and the partici-^ 
pating institution; institutions receiving grants^ 
directXy OE; were strongly , associated wiish larger ' 

fund allocations. 

— Number of students £rom low-income families*! institu- 
tions with more students fi'om low-income families 
tended to receive larger fund allocations* 

CURRENT OE ELIGI BILITY DETE^IHATIQMS 
' ] ^ \ ^ * 

In accordance with the title III legislation, OE estab- 
lished progjfam regulations in May j.974 and revised them in 
Juneyl9T5- The regulations contain the, criteria to be used" 
to determine eligibility in ttie progr^* They evolved from 
the cooperative efforts of OE and the Advisory Council aiid 
contain quantitative and qualitative factors "which, accord- 
ing to OE, are designed to show that applicant instituticfns 
are (1) making 'reasonab^le efforts to improve the quality of 
their .teaching and ai^ministrative staffs and, their student 
services and (2) s^truggling', because of financial or other 
reasons, for survival and are isolated from the main, currents 
o£ academic life* 'The quantitative ^nd qualitative factors 
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are the same^ in both Sets of regulations. The May 1974 
;cegulations were used* as a ba^is for making eligibility * 
d^et^rminations for the 1975-76 schbol year; the June 1975 
regulat4.ons will be used. for the J-976-*77 scljpol year. 

The quantitative factors were established ^y the type ^ 
and control of itistitiitions — 2-year public and private and ^ 
4-year public ;^d private. ^^/In, the May 1974 regulation's, each 
factor* had a minimum an<i"^"Tt^ximum numerical value, which dif- 
fered by institutional type^^ control. F^i*^ example, the 
range for full-time enrollment^t^2-year private institutions 
was from 250 to 850 studen^s^ whereas^t 2-year public insti- 
tutions the range was from 500 to 2 , 50D^^^udents - Different 
ranges were shown for 4-'yeari public and 4-Y^ar private insti- 
tutions- - . ' 



' In the June 1975 ijegulatidns / each quantitative factor 
has a_sej:i:e§^ of numerical values based on data submitted 
"on fiscal year 1974 appJLicsations for both the basic* and 
-advanced programs* The^ values are shown for five percentile^ 
beginning with the 5th and e^nding*..with the" 95th and are 
intended to show^applicant institutions how ^they stand in 
r^^ion to their, peers^ within the. universe of developing 
institujtions. The factors for the 2- ans3 4^year insti€utiot\s 
without th? humerical values^ are shown below. 



1. 
2. 
3. 



2-"year ipgt 



rEiJtioi 



ons 



Full^tinfe equivalent 
enrollment ^ 
. 

Full-titne enrollment - 

Percent 5f faculty with 
masters * , 



2 
3 



4* Average salary of faculty 4 



4-ye^r institutions ,* 

Full-time equiv-alent ■ 
I enrollment 

Percent of faculty with 
doqtor^tes 

Average salary of 
professors 

Average salary of 
instructors 



5/ Percent of students fcom 5. 
, low-income'^f amilies 

6.\ Total expenditutes for ^ 
educational an3 general 
" ' purposes 



Percent of students from 
^lovf^ i ncome f ami lies 

Total expenditures for 
educational and general 
purposes 



t 2-year instxtutions 4-year institutions 

1. Total educational and '*'7* Total educational and 
general expeaditures general expenditures! 

* per full-timie equiva- per full-time equiva- 

^ lent student ' " - lent student 

S/* Total volumes in library 8- Total volumes in library 

The regulations provide that (1) institutions falling 
within .the range for all factors be included for further 
review under the qualitative criteria and (2) j-f an institu- 
tion falls outsiSe the rarige for one pr.more factors, it be 
given an opportunity to" show that this does not materially . 
affect its character* , OE then subjectively determines the 
institution's eligibility. 

The qualitative factors included in the regulations fall 
under three basic groupings — enrollment, institution ^per- 
sonnel, and instrtutional vitality* Under the enrollntent 
grouping, the regulations list such factors as 

. — percentage of freshmen completing their first . i 
year, , ^ . ^ ■ » ^ 

* I — percen1:39"e~ of fresftiRen that eventually graduate ^ 
* J from ;Khe institution, and ^ 1 

> T-number ot graduates continuing their education* 

* 

Factors listed under the institution's personnel groups 
ing include the percentage of all ,p^rofessional perso^nnel 
with advanced, degrees and* th^ institution's salary soale* 
^he regulations list such-things as fund-rai^ing'capability 
^nd planning capability under the institytioria], vitality 
grouping* ^ ^ 

Although the final regulations were not published until 
May. 1974, OE official^ said thq^uantitative and qualitative 
H factors represented the type of ipformation they used in 
the past to make eligibility determinations* 

Nothing in the ^regulations, however, shows how OE will 
use the quantitative and qualitative factoids to dete2nnine._ ^ 
whether schools are trying to improve'the quality of teach--^ 
ing, administrative staffs, or student services or whetTier 
the. schools are struggling for survival* * - 
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. A . * COHCLUSIOHS ■ ; ■ 

* , Our statistical analysis of <5E's eligibility decisions r 

for fechool year 1973-74 showed 'that those institutional 
characteristifcs which statistically appeared tp have inf2>u-* 
> . enc^d^ such decision^ were not, fdr the most part, among the 
^ eligifciiity factors that OE subsequently^ established * OE 
said *thes€f factors , although, not ^ormali^ed by regulation ^ 
unt^ May, 1974, wer^ used irf/inakifig past determinations* ' 
Only one of the ^ligibilitiy ^factors OE ccSnsid^redj import;ant 
; . was^^shown by our analysis to be statistically signif icant-- 
> ' ^ * thei niairtber and percentage of lov/^income stpdents * llrtstitur* \ 
tions witfi a. high number or percentage of low-j.nCome studehts 
tendeci to ..starid a- better *chance of being eligible than 
, ' institutions ^V,ith a lesser number or percentage* V 

* Orie eligibilili^j factor, e<^ca,t:ion and general, expendi- 
.tur^s per full-time student, appeared ^in our aridlysis of 
V * fund "allocations to have a statistically significant iiripact ■ 
^ wh^n such expenditures were high in relation to other appli- 
' capts' expenditqires, suggesting a> relatively strong financial 
position* * Although OE <3oeS not have specif ic .criteria for 
* . allocating funds, one. factor , which an^ institution . strirggling 
■ ^ for*survival would seemingly exhibit, Wpuld be relatively 
\ low education^and general, expenditures per faJJ-tj^me student* 
Further, the other institutional characteristics^, sh'tjwn to 
have a statistically sighi^icaht impact on eligibility ^ - 
determinations / such as pri<^r year funding aHcT racial compo^ 
sition of the slyjijle^^M^ body , did not apj)ear to be^ tfie typ$ of 
information that could be used to determine (1) whether an 
insti^tution was trying to impr(5ve the guality of teaching, 
administrative staff, or student' services or (2) whether the 
institution/*fa«-f fqr financial or other reasons, struggling 
for survival* . * * ~ . ^ 

Because OE had not formalized" eiigibi^lity criteria 
m>til after we completed our fieldwork, we did not attempt 
'to evaluate the critetia's adequacy* However, based on the 
results of our statistical analysis Of eligibility deter- 
minations for school year 1973-74, OE apparently either did 
■not consistently apply 'the^ criteria it -sai4Vit was using or 
used .other criteria*' If^OE used, other criteria, the criteria 
established in May 1974 inaay no*t appropriately *identi^y de^ 
yeloping institutions* In any event, no certainty exists 
that eligibility determinations, 1^ continued, as ia the past, 

will help those institutions intended by the legislation* 

* * * 

♦ * 
RECOMMEHDATIOHS TO THE SECRETARY, HEW 

Accordingly, we recommend that the Secretary Hirect the 
Commissioner of Education to\{l} reconsid-er the criteria 
that OE- established 't;6 identify developing institutions to 
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injure that ^uch qxiteria ih fact identify those institutions 
intended by the legislation arid (2) depending ^on the results 
* of the above, injure that t)E's criteria are appropriately 
modified anjdl .consistently applied- ^ 

AGEIJCY— COMMENTS • , 

HEW, in a letter dated. August 14-, 1975, agreed with our 
^ecommefidations and said OE criteria was being reconsidered,, 
to ]^rovide a more precise-i^^entific^tion. of developing ^ 
institutions, (See app^ II,) HEW also said OE has made^ 
.and will continue to make appropriate changes to the^criteria 
and will try to consistently apply the criteria in sil^ecting 
institutions for assistance* i f ■ , ' ' 
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CHAPTER 3 _ , ■ 

LIMITATIOt^S ON ASSESSING PROGRAM gEN-gF^TS ; ' , ' '■ 

As OE program ev^ua^ions indicated, pa'i^icipating- in- 
stitutions madeiprogre^s ^toward development- .5!i?lso/ many^ 
officials l?oth at institutions that responded 'to .6urf gues*-. 
tionnait^e and' thfet we visited believe^? tlxeir .inst>tut^oi%.s ^ 
received banef i;t:^ from the program 'and experiei^ifced gi'bwtit-. 



We attempted! to assess the^^ogram^s nSmonwide success 
in meeting its ob jective-r^stren^thejiing, de\i^iQpihg * institu- 
tions — by identifying th^* participating institutions that" ■ 
either reached a developed s't^tbs or made progress tovraifd 
this status. We -could not make-such an assessment ^becanse 
at the time of our" fieldworkfOE had not specif ically .defined 
a developing in^itution in quantitative terms and had not' 
determined th,e point ,at which such an, institution woulxi be 
.considered developed" that is;, no longer needing program^- 
assistatice, . . ■ ^ 



We also attempted to assess program behefits at the * 
institutions vi^si,ted- Several factors kept lis from assessing 
such benefits; , - . ' ' ' ' . 

, — The- institutions had not objectively evaluated p^o- , 
gram or project results- \ , ^ ^ 

h ' w " V ' ■* 

— Generally, the ii^stitu1:ions h^d not' adequ^t^ly- plah- 
-'^'ned their programs or progaftctS/ which in i'tself 
,/negated the possibility of sound evaluation^- - 

— Progr&n gra^t^ generally constituted only S small 
[ ^portion *of ii^ti^tutions * total" operating income. ' . 

PROGRAM BENEFITS—VIElii?^ ■ ■ ' 
" OF 'OE AND INSTITUTIOIiFS • 

OE program bfflcia,ls believed title III moved many .in-r 
stitutions toward developmen't ip the ".areas - of placement, 
faculty development^ aiTd management-. The OE evaluation con- 
- tractor alscj believed participating .institution^ experience 
growth- The con^r^tor*^ report statfed^^^hat participating 
institution's " ' ' --^ ^ - .. 



indeed develop betweeli 1965-1966, and^l970^ 
, l'971- {th^ years selected 'f,or. study) in all" 
^^^ard^s Ve examined — student^ characteri^stic^, 
faculty characteristics, cttarafcrteristics of ^ 
administrators^ characteiH,st^cs of trustees, 
^and 'selected budget cjiarapteristics* ^ 
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According to the study, the ^institutiorifS ^reviewed grew in 
. lfiill-*ti^e enrollments, (2)' qtiality jsf faculty., (3) the 

<i^g^:ee of specialization, of Administrative ^functigns , and 
* {4y insti^tutional budgets* " ' " • 

Of ficiais ,at\most of the 522 grafttee institutigns res- 

;^f)6nding • to our quesjtionnaire said tl:^ pr<$^ram had been bene- 
ficial* About 68 percent believed 'their projects had a sig* 

nificant impaction overall institutional growth*' Most of. 

the* remaijfing 32 percent believed the program provided funds 
for woryiwhile ppojectV but did not have a significant 
impacty6n overall' institutioi^l groiafth* 

uestionnaire response^indicated that many *instit^* 
grew during their . participation, in the program in such 
as as enrollmenji/ income, expeilditures/ and the number of 
tilty holding advanced degrees* 

Of the institution officials who responded to our ques* 
/tioru(air&, abput 70 percent believed 'rapulty development 
pre^ects^ Vere the' most bjeneficial projects funded under 
the program*. About S^p^OO faculty and ^taff members at their, 
institutions studi^^ toward advanced degrees.. Generally, 
the instiliutioris provided stipends to faculty on leave for 
a^^ancgd .study ot^*used national teaching fellows and profes-- 
sors^^eritus to^ help free regulefr faculty^ for advanced 
^lidy* V ^ * . , ... 

" ' ^ ' " ~ ' , , * ' *^ 

Curriculum development" projects closely followed fac-- 
^Ity development projects as the most*benef icxal prbjeQj: 
type^ a<3cording to the queslp-pnfiaire. respondents * i The"" cO" 
operative or consortia arrangements for curticului^i develop* 
men t Were citejd as beinq Very helpful* For example/ 35 
rnstitut*ions participated in a single .project to develop new 
freshmen curricula^ ^ ^ , \ \ \ 

0*fficials at the 10 institutions visited ^aid program 
funds played a major role in one t>r more areas. of institu-* 
ti'onal growth* For example, one of ficial sairf^ that his 
institution (1) wbuld not have progressed to,T.*ts current 
stage of development, in such area's as placement and faculty 
development, withoUt title JII support (2) was able to ini- 
tiate projects using program funds, demonstrate their* inher* 
ent benefits, and objtain State funding for their continua-: 
tion* At\^nother institution^ officials stated that program 
funds have provided beneficial faculty ^development projects 
3^ar after year and that program funds enabled the institu--, * 
tipn to, revise its curriculum and provide remedial educational 
serviqes to students*/ ' 

-■■ . ... . ■■ --w/ • 2-3 , • "•■ 



PROBLEMS IH ASSESSING 

OVERALL PROGRAM BENEFITS ■ ' * ' . — 

Both OE's and. the institutions' views of program bene- 
fits have been largely subjective* According to OE program 
officials, objectively measuring the impact^ of title III or 
attributing accomplishments at a particular institution to 
the program is difficult* ^^ne program official said the 
contractor s program evaluctLion was inadequate; the contract 
tor basically concluded that he could not evaluate the 
pro^ram^ 

One measure of program success could be the number of 
participating institutions that either reached a developed 
status or made progress toward reaching this status* .As 
discussed in chapter 2,'^howeVer, OE had not, at the time our 
fieldwork ended, devised a specific definition for a devel^ 
oping institution* The quantitative factors and ranges in 
the May 1974 regulations making up this definition will be 
used only for program eligibility determinations* If these 
factors and ranges appropriately identify developing insti- 
tutions, they could ^also be used to measure program success* 
Any institution exceeding the upper limits of the ranges in 
the <3efinition would be considered developed, and an insti- 
tution's progress toward that status could be measured yearly 
Designing appropriate evaluation .methoSs using eligibility 
criteria would help" OE meet the requirement for an annual 
program evaluation as required by section *417 (a)(1) of 
the Gfeneral Education Provision Act, as amended (20 U*S*C- 
1226(c>) * . ^ 

PROBLEM IH ASSESSING PROGRAM 
BENEFITS AT IHSTITUTIOHS 

The benefits cited by institution of f icials .were based 
largely pn subjective judgments* The institutions lack bf 
adequate planning and goal setting and the fact that grant" 
sizes were usually small in relation to total ins1;itutional 
income kept us from objectively assessing program benefits* 

Institution evaluation efforts % x 

Evaluations of title III programs aiid projects performed 
by institutions visited usually consisted of subjective sum- 
maries of the yearf^ activities contained in annual reports 
to the presidents, brief prbgress reports to OE, or applica- 
tions for the next year's funding. Institutions either had 
not collected objective perfo^^mance data or such dat;a was 
not readily available*. Further, of the institutions i^espond- 
ing to our questij^nnaire, about 72 percent said they did npt 



. compare proje^cL results to established goals or objectives 
for fiscal' year 1972. " ' , 

In those^ instances where the institutions collected 
objective data, the degree of success could not be* determined 
because measurable objectives had tiot befen established- For 
example, officials at one institution, which established a 
placement office using title HI tuhds, said they experi- 
enced some success in terms of increased student, interviews, 
visits by recruiting organizations*, and graduates employed- 
Even though quantitative data was collected, the degree. of 
success could not be assessed because the project*s objec- 
tives were rfot expressed in measurable terms, such as the 
number or percentage increase expected in student interviews, 
recruiting visits, or graduates employed- 

OE*s evaltiation contractor concluded from studying the 
program that one' major prograrh weakness is institutions* in- 
ability to monitor their performance- The contractor recom- 
mended that ***** serious attention be given to the evalua- 
tion section * * * of proposals" and that if institutional 
workshops are hpld,^ evaluation might well be a recurrent 
^ theme. " * ^ / 

The -Cong;:ess recognized the importance of prdgram eval-, 
uation in the Education Amendmerfts of 1972. These; amend- 
ments, ^acte'd on June 23, 1972, (86 Stat. '235)., added the^ 
reqiJfcftrement that approved applications 'for title III granXi. 
set rorth policies and procedui^s for evaluating th^ effec- 
tiveness of the project or activity in accomplishing it^ 
purpose- ^ Accordingly, OE distributed guidelines tb fi^ded 
institutions on April 2, 1974, re/guiring that a portic^ oT 
each title III grant ior school year 1973-74 be ased^^o eval-^^ 
uate their program's effectiveness. 

# ^ ^ „ - 

Inadequate goal setting ^ ^ " 

and long-range planriinq ' ^ 

OE*s program- guidelines requii^te that institutions state 
in their applic^ions thV objectives of individual projects 
and the expected impact — irtoJLuding quantitative results — on 
the ifistitution. Objectives stated in measurable terms, by - 
type of change or impact exp^ted, are essential to evalua- 
ting -program effectiveness; these objectives were generally 
lacking in the applications submitted by the 10 institutions 
visited- Some project objective^ cited in ffnstitution appli- 
cations were, as follows: ' ^ \ 

— Continue developing a meaningful and viable program' 
in the career planning and placement area and to' 
improve placement in summer and part-time jobs.^^ \ " 
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— ^Tdntihiife a re^din^ p'togram which is deyel6pmental 
j^rrective and/or remedial, wifih special emphasis 
/on^ev$loping new and different approaches, tech- 
piques,* procedures,/ and-materials for teachirig 
certain ethnic and>^subcultural students* 

— Continue re^ear-ch investigations designed to 
strengthen inching techniques or methpds and 
to develop ^dditibnal 'utilization of effective 
instruction materials* for ^the interethnic and ^ 
.cross-cultural studen^^ ' * 

— Assist the , continued^ curriculum development withi 
the various departments khd provide opportunities \ 
for major curriculum .revisions and innovations in V 
rn&txuction'^/ • . . ^ , 

Regarding iir^proved placement in summer^ and*part:^time ^ 
jobs, institutions could have stated th6 expected humeric or 
percentage improvement in such placements as a project goal* 

The institutions visited also had shg'rtcomings ip their* 
long-range ^ program plans** OE instructions for submitting 
g^ant applications require institutions, to st^e CD their 
program objectives and (2) how the program is, expected to ' 
support ^he institution'^ overall development* The 10 in- 
stitutions visited stated program objective^ in their appli- 
cations but 5f6nerally did not relate these objectives -(to ; 
plans for overall "iTnstitutional development^ Sopie program 
obj^ect'ives were to; ^ 

^"Reduce *the massive deficiencies in basic educa^ 
^ ^ tional skills, which m^ke itf difficult ^or most 
students to meet average college standards in 
their studies*; ' . 

. — Free many *^tudent*s with high intellectual poten- 
tial from^aomi^^of the crippling effects of defi- 
cient educational and cultural backgrounds* \] 
* * . 

— Sejrve thje special^ students who come to the^ insti- 
,tution, that. is# those Btudents from low-inc6me^ 
regions in which the effects* of low^-expendit/ure-- 
level elementary and secondary* education are 
pronounced,* ^ ^ 

^ ■' * r 

In developirig the new advanced program un<tex title IXX 
{see ch, 1), 05 irecognized that program and individual 'project ^ 
objectives had not been stated in the past irr measurable . 7 
t^rms and related to an overall/plan foi^ ^dwth. For 



example, a .January 1973 CE internal document on the advanced 
program states; 

i "Without specification of^purposes and objec- 
tives, as in an institutional plan, funds will 
continue to be fragmented among many separate 
pro*jeci;s. which are not mutually reinforcing and 
no t>ne of which* has noticeat?!^ impact upon the 
institution. 



"It will^ continue to be! difficult to detentfine 
program impact and identify successful programs 
and practices utili^d by institutions*" 

In addition to not relating program objectives to a 
plan for institutional growth, most institutions did not 
take into account the .time nepess^ary to accomplish program - 
and project objectives. They should alsa consider howj. 
title III funds will be replaced af ter\Fedferal support/ 
ceases. Of th& applicant institutions K^ponding to our 
questionnaire, 57 percent said OE did not impose any time * 
limit fdr completing individual projects, and 45 percent 
said they did not establish such a "limit on their own. 
About 60 percenO, nevertheless, believed that jOE^should^set 
tiroe limits foi/.compieting individual projects. 

The May 1974 program regulations require that prpject 
objectives, for both the, basic and advanced program, be 
stated in "measurable terms. In addition, applicants for 
both programs must sutonit narrative descrifJtions of the re- 
lationship between the. proposed institutional title III pro- 
gram and the planned overall institutional development.. 
Institutions applying for the advanced program must state a 
general strategy for repla^:ing program funds at the end of 
the grant period. ! ^ 

Size of qrantg 

* Another hindrance to evaluating the impact of title III 
at the institutional level was the relatively small percent- 
age of an institution's total income that the' title III^ 
grants usually represented. We randomly selected 44, of the 
467 institutions receiving basic grants in fiscal year 1973 
to determine grant size in relation tOj total income* The 
size of the grants to the 44'.institutipns ranged from less 
than 1 percent to. 15 percent of total /institutional funds; 
the grants to 27 of the 44 institutions represented 5 per- 
cent or less of total institutional income* 
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OE officials recognized that grants under the basic 
title III prog;=^am have not been "sufficient to have a visible 
impact on strengthening an entire institution* To overcome 
this and to accelerate institutions' progress toward develo'p- 
ment# OE initiated the new advanced program to provide much 
large;^^ grants to a small number of high-potentJkal developing 
institutions * 



OE officials plan to continue to fund many institutions 
under the basic title III program, because they believe that 
,the institutions' basic needs continue* Their overall objec- 
tive" under the basia program is to move the most developed 
institutions into tire advanced program and to eventually 
eliminate program funding for those institutions showing the 
least growth over a period of time* 



CONCLUSIONS 



If OE is to make informed judgments regarding program 
direction and fund allocation among eligit>le' institutions , 
it needs objective evaluations of program results both at 
the institutional and national level * 



ning largely determines evalua- 
ts and the responses to our 
tions apparently did not adequately 
ts and programs' and did not > 
orts to their plans for" overall 
ram regulations issued in Itey 1974 
lating goals to institutional 
had not met similar requirements 



Adequacy of program pi 
tion quality* From our vis, 
questionnaire, many instit 
plan their title III proje 
attempt to relate these ef 
institutional growth* Pro 
require goal setting and r 
plans, but the institutio 
issued by OE in tl?W past* 

OE evalua^tions of ove rall progfam success have been 
largely subjective* As an objective measure of the program's 
success nationwide, "OE co ild use the eligibility criteria to 
identify developing insti lutions * Using these criteria in 
appropriate evaluation designs could help OE determine (1) 
the number of pafticipatiiig institutions that develop and no 
longer require program support an^ i2) some measure of other 
participating ins titutior 3 ' progress toward development* 

RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE SK^RETAJtY, HEW^ 



Accordingly, we recoittoend' that the Secretary direct the 
Commissioner of Education tto; " \ 

— Re^mghasi^e the noed for participating institutions 
to state project ^oals.in specific measurable terms 



and to relate the 



institutional grorth* 



.ERIC 



?.mpac€ o£ the title III effort to 
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— consider how weLl—institutions hav^ complied with 
program regulations for planning and evaluation 
when deciding to award grants. • " 

— Use the program eligibility criteria as a means to 
evaluate overall program impact- 

AGENCY COMMEHTS 

HEVJ generally agreed *with our recommendations and made 
the following statements: 

— OE will reemphasize the need! for institutions to 
srate project goals in specific measurable terms 
and the noeS to relate these goals to institu^ 
tiohal growth in the Code of Federal Regulations^ 
annual workshops conducted by title III personneL/ 
and discussions with institution personnel dur-' 
ing site visits- OE will also revise the appli- r 
cation form ^or ^th^-. basic ^i^gram to require a 
more explicit descrig^tion of programs ^d pro^ 
gram objectives.- \ 

— OE Will revise its rating form for evaluating 
applications to include an inci^'easingly objec- 
^. ^i; tive assessment" of how well institutions have 
,,;/Li*^i"4\icomplied with regulations dealing with program 
''^'i/i^'^NV^^anning and evaluation, 

— OE is currently using eligibility criteria as 
a m^ans for evaluating overall program impact 
and the process is being Continually refined, . ^ 
Also, OE has awarded a contract for a study 
of title III. ThS study will estimate title 
Ill's -impact by analyzing changes in the insti- 
tutional characteristics which make up the 
program eligibility criteria, , 



CHAPTER 4 

i - 



NEED FOR IMPROVEMENTS IN PROGKSM ADMINISTRATION ^ 



Along witb the opportunities to improve program opera- 
tions discussed in chapters 2 and 3, OE could better admin- 
ister the title III program by .making more timely grant 
award notifications* an^ improving program monitoring* 

MORE TIMELY GRAi^T AWARD NOTIFICATIONS NEEDED 

Title IJII grants are awarded from one fiscal yearts 
appropriation, for. grantee institution spending in the 
following fiscal year* Although this would seemingly allow 
adequate time for institutions to submit and OE to 'review 
gr,ant applications, about 48 percent of the participating 
institutions responding to pur questionnaire said late 
grant notifications limited their projects' success* Ad- 
ministrators at sfeveral institutions visited said late 
notification of program funding hampered the planning and" 
implemePtaJcion of title III activities* 

Instltutipn administrators said grant notifications 
oft^en were not received until after stibmaAa ion of the ir 
annual onerating budgets*--* Many times they were uncertain 
whether jttheir grant applications would be appro\rgd— er^ if 
approved! what the grant ainount,^ would be* As a result, 
planning/ program > activities was difficult* One official^ 
for exairoXe, s^aid'he had new contracts with personnel as- 
signed to title III activities before he received final 
notice from OE. He had to hope that the grant Would cover 
salaries and related costs* He stated further that late 
grant notifications made it difficult to locate and hire 
new staff* 

Grant applications for^ school year are due to OE on 
November, 15 of the preceding year* For example, a school 
applying for a grant for the 1973"'74 school year must have 
made application to OE by ISovember 15, 1972* Three groups 
of independent evaltjators are selected from the higher eSu- 
cation community, including, developing institutions, to re^ 
view thpse applications* , They are reviewed during three 
sessionJs — usually las'ting 3 days — held during December 
and January* Evaluators are grouped in .teams of two* Each 
team reads ^nd evaluates about 25> applications * Once *the 
evaluators complete their review, "pE officials consider 
their comments and recommendations and make the final deci- 
sion to approve or disappifove the application* OE officials 
then decide the g^rant amount and prepare award let^rs* 

30 ' ' * .* ■ ■ 
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Institutions receiving grant nytifications must submit^ \ 
a final budget to OE within 30 days/* Until these budgets \ 
are approved, . grant, expenditures are linii1;ed to a maximum of ^ 
10 perceat of the grant amount* 

The third evaluation session for the 1972-73 school 
year applications ended January 21, 1972, Most of the 10 
institutions visited, hiDwever, did not receive grant notifi- ■ 
cations frbm OE until June 1972, and OE generally did not 
approve their revised budgets until after the grant period 
began* Two of the 10 institutions did ,not receive OE ap- 
proval until October and November 1972, respectively, 
although the effective date of their grants was July 1, 1972* 
Thus, several months of the grant period elapsed before they 
were assured that OE approved their planned grant fund ex-' 
penditures . 

OE officials said they recognized the problem of late 
grant notification and believed the lack of adequate staff 
to process application and award documents primarily caused 
the problem* At the time our fieldwork ended, 10 OE staff 
members were assigned to the title III program, of which 2 
were assigned full time* The remaining eight people were 
assigned to other OE prograifis but were used in the title III 
program during the application review and grant notification 
processes* ^ , ' ^ 

N EED FO R IMPROVED PROGRAM ^MONITORING ' 

T 

OE monitored tlje program through progress reports, 
* telephone contactsT^^d site visits* As discussed in chapter 
3, evaluative commeniis in progress reports and grant appli- 
cations generally dm' not compare performance data against 
measurable project amd institutional .development objectives* 

The .title III adWsory. council and OE program officials 
recognize the value XDf \site visits to granted institutions 
to identify .program resi?i^s and to provide technical ^assi^t^ 
ance* Institutions responding to our questionnaire gener- 
ally favored Tinore visits by OE staff and Several said more 
technical assistanos from OE would be beneficial* PE rec- 
Qrds show>that durjJng school years 1971-72 and 1972-73, 
program officials yieited 100 of the 500 participating 
institutions* According to^'OE program officials, mofe'sit;^ 
visits wouid*have been beneficial, 'but they were limited 
because OE lacked adequate staff And travel funds. 



Included ,tti^ 'conclusions and recommendations from 
the ^contractor's stOdy of developing iristitutions'^jas a 
statement that 

M* A * largely to inadequate trav^el budgets, 

their OE.title'lII staff contact with the field is 
not as frequent a:s we would recommend* A site 
visit should be made before any institutions 
received title ^11 funds*** 

OE did "not have written guidelines for ^'ite visitors 
to follow* Program officials developed a trip report for- 
mat, but it^ was not consistently followed* The site trips 
were generally for 1 or ? days and in some cases one 
trip included visits to several institutions* An OE pro- 
gram^ of ficial saj-d these trips were too short to allov^for 
adequately reviewing funded projects* Much of the^infor- 
mation in the trip reports was general and did not appear 
to be of much .value in monitoring programs ,at ^he individual 
institutions- . . ' ... 

Weaknegses indicatj>ng ^ a nee^^ 
for ^improved OE monitoring ^ 

_ The law states that title III funds are intended to 
supplement rather th^n supplant (rep],ace) regular institu^j^ 
tional funds* We notedT evidence of supplanting at some 
institutions visited. ^ " 

- „ ' ^ * 

— At oi)e institution an pmployee^s salary was paid 
with/Vj="Ogram. funds , ".although he^did no work re- 
/ latin5 tbs^t^e program, 

— In oVher i/istances, the time employees devoted to 
pj^ogram activities apparently* was not proportionate 
to the portliren^of their salary paid with program " 
funds. ' ^ " 

Our questionnairet^^lts indicated possible supplanting at 
other institutions-, example, many participating institu- 

tions responding "to our questionnaire said title III funds 
were used to QOntinue existing programs and to pay salaries 
pfev'iously paid with other^institutional' funds- ^According to 
an OE official, whi^e some supplanting occurs, uncovering it 
with their limited monitoring is most d;lfficult;» Although 
not conclusive/ thes^' responses raise questions on whether 
program funds are^being^ used as a supplement to institutional 
€unds , ' 



,^ ^Sometimes benefits derived^ by ins^titutions participating 
in cooperative arrangement did not appear x;ommensurat& ifith 



institutional costs* Two institutions visited were partici- 
patitig in^separate arrangements involving several developing 
institutions and assisting agencies* Officials at these 
institutions said they were required undeivthe grantterms 
to pay a fixed yearly fee from grant funds to the assisting 
agencies* They said {!) after the first few years of the 
arrangements the assisting agencies provided littlfev^new 
information in their seminars, wor)fshops, and literature 
■ and (2) their institutions remained in, these cooperative 
arrangements -to assure a source of funding for other activi- 
ties financed under the arrangements* -In response to a *" 
related question in our questionnaire*, several participating 
institutions indicated the services provided by assisting 
agencies did not justify the fee paid them from title Illy ■ 
funds. \ 

COHCLUSIOHS ' 

Title III grants under the basic program are normally i 
for 1 year and participating institutions Cannot be "cer- ^ ^ 
tain of receiving funds in later years* For planning and . 
implementation purposes and,^ ultimately, the Success of the 
program, applicant institutions should be notified as to the^ 
approval or disapproval of" tt\eir application as soor^^s ^ 
possible^ The yearly uncert^nty of title III funding aria : 
untimely grant notifications ^anS project budget appraval 
have hampered institutional planning and implementation 
of progr^ain' activities. 

The success of OE^s program monitoring has been limited 
To provide for better monitoring within existing staffing 
and travel funds, OE needs to improve its site visitation 
program* Weakr^esses noted at some institutions visited 
indicate that better monitoring couldV (1) help insure that 
program funds are used as intended, (2) provide for better 
determination of program progress^ and (3) provide needed 
technical assistance to the institutions* 

J^COMMEHDATIOH TO THE SECRETARY, HEW . ^ 

We , recfommend that the Secretrary direct the Commissioner 
oi Education to; ■ ^ ^ - . 

r ■ . ■ 

— Provide participating institutions with timely 
award ,riotifications to permit adequate planning 
and implementation of title III activi4^r^s. , 

* "Improve program monitoring by developing- and 

implementing a more viable site visitation 
■ ' program,* 



ACgNCY COMMENTS " . ' 

HEW agreed with our reeominendatioft that grantees be 
gp.ven timely award notification and stated t^hat, although OE 
had established new award procedures in fiscal year 1974, 
these procedures had not greatly improved the timeline&s of 
awards. HEW added that OE would continue to strive^fop im-^ 
proveB timeliness within existing resource constraint! 

• ' HEW also agreed with ^ur recommendation regardiij:g a 
mo;:e workable site visitation program. Tq prepare for an 
expanded program within existing^ resources, OE is devising 
ai ^site , visitation qal^ndar^ sche'dulijig staff . seminars on 
monitoring and evaluation, an4 revising the, site vi^^itation 
report form, ' The form will include quantitative measures of 
program , achievement and institutional development./ HEW \ 
stated that tyo consortia had been^ formed to help /improve ' 
the review and evaluation o^ ihst^-tutiotis .participating in 
the advarf^ed pa^ogram. J-- 
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APPENDIX I ■ . APPENDIX I 

GAOfS APPROACH TO THE 

STATISTICAL ANALYSIS OF FACTORS 

AFFEC TING TITLE II I GRANT AWARD D ECISIONS ^ 
: — 7^ ** 

The purpose of our analyses was ,tp identify factors 
which may have influenced OE decisions with respect to 

— which lOf the applicant institutions wejre 

selected .to participate in the basic program 
^ for the 1973-1974 program year and 

"the dollar amount op^foqxam funds allocated 
to each instituti-bn selected to participate 
in the basic ^i:^)gram for the 1973-1974 program , 
. year* " ^ . * < ^ 

SCOPE OF ANfiJa^^SES ' ' " " 



'Our approach included two different statistical analy- 
ses* Our first analysis^ centered on k determination of 
those i^institutipnal characteristics/that wete associ^bCd 
with institutions 'Selected to participate in the 1973-1974 
program year. The^^econd analysis centered on the identifi- 
cation of factors which statistically explain the grant, 
amounts awarded to institutions* ^selected to participate in 
the 19T3-74 projgrajri year* ?ach ati^^iy^s was performed sepa- 
rately for 2;:.^nd.4T-year institutions because of tlie legis- 
lative retirement that 24 percent and 76 'percent of pro-' 
grant fmids be allocated to 2- and 4-ye^' institutions, 
i:esp^<?iively**" Wfe collected and analyzed data on 751 of 
7^S^pp3:icant ii^1fi*itutions , 421 (56 percent) of which 
were 2Vye^r institutions* Of the 751, 466 (59 percent) 
were funded* - * , ^ . 

Data used^ in our analyses was obtaj-ned *from OE's appli- 
cant profile sheets and its 1973-74 awards booklet* We intro 
duced.the following data elements into the analyses 

' — whether or hot the institution was funded in. 
program year 1973-t74; ~ ^ 

\ ■ - " * * 

^ ' — whether the'^xnstitution was public or private; 

— whether: *tj:ie institution j/as a 2- or 4-year . 
school ; * ' # f . . ^- 

r—r^cial composition of th^ /student body; ■ 

; j^-number of full^^time equiva^i^t students; 



APPENDIX I . - / APPENDIX 1' 

— number of full-time equivalent faculty 
members; - ^ - . 



' — percent of faculty with advanced degrees; 



— number and percent: of students^ from low-- 
^ income families;^' 

— whether or not the institution ^ad at least 
, 40 percent of its students ^(gij^^^ow^income 
families; , 1 

' , ^ — number .and percent of students, from low-income * 
^families receiving student aid;' ^ 

. ^ — total educational and ^general expenditures 

r per full-time equivalen^t student7 

^7VOlumes*in library; . ' * 

— 1973^74 award amount; 4- ' ^ 

— whether or not the institution was funded as a ' 
" direct, grantee; v . 

f 

— whether or not the institution had been funded 
in program year 1972^73; > 

^ — a measure of financial condition^, that is^ * 
cjurrent and projected income divided by 
qurrfent and projected expenditures. ^ 

ANALYTIC TECHtjIQUES USED ' " 

Wefused two multivariate statistical tests in^oifr 
janalysiS, Discriminant analysis, was used in our an^ysis of 
award decisions — funded ox not funded* Stepwise multiple 
regression analysis, was used in our analysis of prograjn 
funds allocated' to participating institutions. 

Disci^i^pinant anajysis, 

7^ y 7^ ^ ' ■ ^ 

We used discriminant analysis^ tq identify those char^ 
adteris^:ics whicli diffepr^tiated , applicant institutions 
sel^'cted to parti&JtR^te in program y^ar 1973^74 from tfiose 
that^wpare not selje'^ed. The analysis identifieci these dif- 
f^renta^ting chara^^ri'^tics and h6w much influence 6ach of' 
them^lffid, in distinguishing between participahts and noijp'ar^ 
ticipm/feq. ■ Onl5^ pharacteristips; thajjt were statistically 
sig^^raant at I^S' 95*;percent%%probability level were con^ 
sider^ to dif fe^^entiate thet^wo, groups. 



\ 
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Multiple regression analysis . *^ ^^-^ 

We used stepwise multiple regression analysis to iden* 
tify institutional characteristics which tended to rfexfl|(la;in 
the amount allocated to each school selected to participate 
in school year 1973-74. The analysis identified these 
characteristics and the extent to which variances in the 
allocated amounts are explained by these characteristics. 
Only 'characteristics which Were statistically significant 
at the 95 percent probability level were considered to pro* 
vi<Je significant explanatory power. 

The tables on the following pages provide theista^isti 
cal details of the analyses. The institutional character- 
istics in the tables are listed in descending order of, 
significance; they were the only characteristics shpwn by 
our analyses to bei. statistically significant; 



^i^t 



Following are the .terms used in the tables ^^their 
definitions: 

Correlatj^on — a measure 'of the degree of relation- 
ship between factors- 

' 2 "" ^ . . 

<• R — the proportion of the variance in the / 

. dependent factor explained by the inde-^ 

■pendent factors- 

U-statistic — the proportion of the variance, in* the' 

dependent factor not explained by the j 
independent factors. 

F-statistic-^-a measure of the relationship between 
a given independent factor and the 
dependent factor in the regression or 
discriminate equation. F values in 

" excess of 3.84 indicate a 95-percent 

chance that there is a statistically 
significant relationship. 

Beta — the amount of change in the dependent 

factor associated Iwith a clx^ge of one 
* unit in the independent factor. 
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TABLE I 

Discriminant An'gilysls of Characteristics 
Which Influenced Award Decisions 
Significance Level — 95 Percent * ■ 



/ ; 
Factor 



2 -Year In^sti tut ions 



F-statistic 



prior year funding 
Racial composition . 
F"statistic of discriminant equation; y\ A^^&^^ 

4*-Year, Institution^^ 





Cumul^tiv 
U-statastic 



Factor 



Prior year funding 



F*-statJustic 




6umulative^ 
^ U-statistic 





Percent low-i^cpnfe 
students 



Type institution — 
public or private 



F"Statistic of ' diseriinin^nt equation; 

/ 




4.35 



/ 
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TABLE II 



Muj^tlple Regression Analysis of 
Ch^ra^eristics Which Influenced Program 
Funding Signifibance Level — 95 Perc ^ ent 



2-year InstitutitJns 



Correlation 

with Cumulative 



Factor 



Direct grantee 



Beta 



-.43161 



Racial composition ^* 42999 



F-statistic 
58.502 
58.181 



allocated 
amount 

-.5805J5*' 

-;&7479 



\ R^ 



,33705 
.50078 



otal educational 
^and general expen- 
^ dit;u'res per full^ 

t;ime equivalent 
/Student 



.12671 5.670 
F-statistic of regression equation; 60.96 

/ 4-year 3Enstitutions 



.15049 



.51680 



Factor 



Beta 



Racial composition -.55496 
Direqt grantee -.28318 



Number low- in come 
students 



.21581 



F-statistic 
173.252 
50.530 

' 30.422 



Correlation 

with J cumulative 
alloc^ted^ , \ 

amount R 



-,80458 
-,64898 



,59207 



,64735 
.72351 

.75807 



F-statistic of regression equation; 222.47 



\ 
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'DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH. EDUCATION. ^ND 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY/ 
WASHINGTON, D C, 



Mr. Gregory Ahart ' 
Di rector 

Manpower and Welfare/Df^-visiori 
General Accounting /O^ice 
Washington, D.C. 20548 




AUG 14 



Dear Mr. Ahart: 



The Secretary asked 1;Hat I respond to your request for our 
conments or ■ydur draft report, to the Congress entitled, 

of the Federal Program for Strengthening Developing 
Inst^^Jiititins of Higher Education. They are enclosed. 

'pre'ciate' the o/portunity to cownent on this draft report 
e its publication. : 

Sincerely yours. 




Tohn D. YWng ' . - 
(Assistant Secretary, CanptroUer 



ERIC 
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COtoffiNIS of%E DEPARIMEHI OF HEALTH, EDOCATIOH ' 
^- aMBJtfELPAREON THE COMPTROLLER GEHERAL'S REPORT TO 
. CONGRESS EHTITEBl>-*'ASS£SaffiHT OF THE FEDERAL PROGRAM 
' FOR SIREKGTHEHIHG tlEVELOPING^^STITUTieSS OF HIGHER . 
EDUCATIOH"-- June 27^ 1975 B-16AQ31(1) ' 

gAO. ^OMMEHDATIOH ' 

The Secfetary of B£W should direct the Coqmlssloner of EducatU-on to: 

Reconsider the criteria that OE established to Identify developing 
institutions to Insure that such criteria in fact Identifies those 
institutions' intended by the legislation. 

PEI^ARTMEHT COMMEHTS ^ * ^ 

Ve concur* He are currently reconsidering the criteria that OE 
published in order to establish an even more precise yardstick*' 
The quantitative factors have been expanded from eight to twenty- 
six*. The attempt Is being made to weigh thesi in terms of their 
validity^ then to develop Institutional profiles based on these 
weighted factors* This reexamination of data will lead to a more - 
precise means of Identifying developing Institutions* 

Al8o» effort Is being made to chart the nature and process of 
Instltutlqnal development*^ The range which was 'jpubllthed in the 
Regulations in June 1975 att;j&0pts to assist Institutions in determining 
where they stand In relation to> their peers within the ii^l^erse 
of developing institutions* Institutions qualifying for the Basic. 
Program are considered for funding at any point beginning with 
the 25th percentile and clustering between the 50th and the 75th 
^rcentlles* Colleges with percentile^ at or above the 75th percentile 
"^r? ^"nfll^fv**^ qn allfled to co iqiete in the Advanced Program* 
Institutions who^e qtiancitativ^ measures exceed tjie ^5th parcentHa 
are considered too developed to be "struggling for survival*'^ 
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APPENDIX II , „ . ;f ' APPENDIX II ' 

' GAP RECOMMEMDATIOH ■ * ' 

^The Secretary of HEW should direct the Conimlssloner of Education to: 

Depending upon the results of the .ab6ve» either Insure that the 
criteria are consistently applied or appropriately modified, 

DEPARTMEiyr COMMENTS 

We concur that the criteria should be appropriately modified and 
" then consistently applied. As we outlined above » we have made and 
are continuing to make» appropriate modifications of our crltarla 
and tflll continue to apply our best judgment Iti eiideavorlng to ' 
consistently 'apply the criteria In the selection of Institutions, ' 
for ssslstance* 

GAP RECOMMEMDATIOK ' " 

> ^ ■ ■ ■ . 

The Secretary of^HEW should direct the Commissioner of Education to: 

Reemphaslze the need for participating' ^^nstituClons to state pr<>ject 
goals In specif ic measurable terrns^ ^d relate 'the impact .of th*e^ 
Title l\l effotts to institutional growth* ^ * * 

DEPARTMENT COMMENTS . t 

We concur* The need for stating project goals In 'specific measurable * 
terms and relating these goals to institutional growth ao^ development ' ^ 
will be reempbaslzed .(X) In the Eules and Regulations $or Title III 
which are published in the Federal Register (2) at the Federal workshops 
in technical assistance which are held annually in advance ,of each ^ ^ ^ 
application deadline and (3) in discussions with college per^son^el 
during site visits at grantee' Inst^utlons* ' 

Al5o» the application form for theiBasic Title III Program will be' ' - 

revised to require a narrative to include a more eKpliclt description 

~ of^ t1ie"pTggTaffi5 ^gg d program objective^ tliaf aid bslng p lanned to ~ 

achieve long-range goals* The expected impact of the planned programs 
op institutional growth and develbraent is to be exprassed' in as precises 
quantitative and. qualitative measures a? experience indicates is ^ 
practical. * ^ " * , , 
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GAP RECOMMEKDATIOM ' ^ 

The Secretary o£ HEW should direct the Connnissloner o£ Education to: 

Consider hov well Institutions have compiled with program 
Regulations for 'plaimlng and ev^uatlon when making decisions to 
\ award grants. ^ . 

^EPARTMEHT COMMEHTS 

We concur, oe Is currently using a rating form to evaluate applications 
fpr possible grant awards. This form will be revised as experience 
dictates to assure an Increasingly objective assessment of the planning- 
evaluation narrative described under the comment to the previous \ ' 

recommendation 1 . ^ 

. GAP jtECOMMEMPATIOM ' . 

The Secretary of HEW shoulcf dlrep^ the Commissioner of .^ucatlon to: ' 

Use the program eligibility criteria as a means for evaluating 
overall program impact. ' ' , 

* ft- ' 

DEPARTMENT COMMEHTS V_ 

We concur. The program eligibility criteria are currently being used 
as a means for evaluating overall program impact and this process is ^ 
refined continually. For example^ in fiscal year 1975 for eacli of the 
institutions previously funded, going as far back as fiscal 1969^ 
a profile was pire^ared indicating the percent of change -^from year 
to year in the Icey eligibility criteria factors Msed in determining 
'institutional development. The personnel reviewing the applications 
for funding were apprised of this material and given guidance in the 

^interpretation of t b^ pT-nf-flog ag a mnnnfl ,*tfn1n a# 4 T^ g ^mm ^ m m w ^ 4 «wpa<>» . ■ 

f • * - , - ■ ■ 

In ^dditioil, the Office Pf Education awarded a contract on June 30^ 1975 

; to Harvard, University for a study of Title ^11 which will include the 
creation of a master data base and' which will, hopefully, allow ^lis 
to estimat^Che effects o^ Title III assistance more precisely 
than is possible at present. Estimation of th^ impact of Title III> ^ 
will, /first, focus on ^escrlp,tive and et:atlstical analysis of 
institutional change — including changes in institutional character- 
istics reflected by program eligibility criteria. A Second area 

,\ of investigation will 'attempt tojilscover whether any changed ^observed 
are statistically significant ^^ad can reasonably be inferred as the 
effects of title III> as' separate from the effects of various student 
assistance programed' * : ' ? ^ V 
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GAP RECOMMENPATIOM . . ' 

The Secretary should direct the ComEoi'ss loner of Education to; 

Provide grantee lnstli:utlon8 with timely award notifications to . 
permit adequate planning and implementation of Title XIX activities. 

DEPARTMEHY COMMEMTS ' ■' ^. ' 

We concur. In fiscal year 1974 02 established new procedures to 
improve th^ process of issuing discretionary grant awards. Among 
the major steps taken was the introduction of a system of work 
scheduling whereby program staff Indicated the projected dates for- 
completion of key milestones, required ,for processing of the awards. 
Although some Improvements resulted from the introduction of the/ 
new systek^the changes have, not significantly Improved ^the timeliness 
of the awar?^ Issuances. The timely Issuance of grants is dependent on 
a great number of factors. Many of ):hese are external, and as such, are 
not under our control. However, OE will' continue to strive for improved 
timeliness in the issuance of the award notifications to grantees in 
line with avail^le program resources and the various resource constraintt' 
upon the management system. 

GAP R^COMMEHDATIOM 

Ihe Secretary should direct th^ Commissioner of Education to: - 

Improve program monitoring by developing and implementing a more 
viable , site visitation. program* ^ . . 

.' DEPARTMEHT COMMENTS ' 

We cuuciiL, mid Lu the wdxl ii mm ej c teat pos siSl fr ^ -w ithin cur re nt rft so ure e 

restr&iiits, 0£ will expand its site visitation program. 

Xn this connection, ^assuming more adequate resources in personnel 
and travel funds for the coming ^ear, OE .1^ .planning to enlarge 
significantly the number of basic grant institutions to be monitored 
in advance of another award period. *Xu preparation for this step a 
afit^ visitation calendar is being prepared, staff seminars on 
monitoring and evaluation are being scheduled, and the «ite visitation - 
reporting form is being revised., <This form will include quantitative ' 
measures of program achievement and Institutional development ^ J 
reflecting the present state of the evaluatioirart. 

Two consortia have been 'formed among the two- and the four-year 
advaiftied institutioos funded under the advaAded pj>rtion of ^ the 
program in order to incftease the econoiqy and effectiveness of the 

* 
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y moalcorlag and evaluative process* Funded lalclally in fiscal 
f year 1975> the coasorcla will help Improve the syscemaclc review 

and evaluation of the progress of the AlOF colleges funded under 

this portion of the program* ' " ' * 
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' PRINCIPAL HEW OFFICIALS 

RESPONSIBLE FOR ADMINISTERING ACTIVITIES 



DISCUSSED IN THIS REPORT 



, Tenure of office 



From 



To 



SECRETARY OF HEALTH-, EDUCATION*, 
AND WELFARE: 

Davjd Mathews 
^ Caspar W. Weinberger 
ElLiot L. Richardson 



Aug; ' 1975 Present 
Feb* . 1973 Au^4 197-5 
June 1970 Jan. 1973 



Robert H. Finch ' ^ 


♦ Jan. 


1969 


June 


197,0 


* 

ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR ■ 










EDUCATION: 










Virginia Y. Tro£ter 


JAine 


1974 


Present 


, Charles B. Saunders./ Jr. , 








1974 


(acting) 


Nov. 


1973 


June 


Sidney P. Marland/ Jr. 


' Nov. 


1972 


NOV. 


1973 


COMMIgSIONER OF EDUCATION:^ 




1974 






Terrell H,. Bell 


June 


Present 


John .R. Ottina • 


Aug. 


1973 


June 


1974 


John R^ Ottina (acting:) 


Nov. 


1972 


. Aug . 


1973 


Sidney, P. Marland/ Jr. . 


. Dec,. 


1970 


Kov. 


1972 


Terrell H. Bell (acting) 


June 


1970 


Dec^' 


1970 


James E. Allen^ Jr^ 


May 


1969- 


June 


1970 



